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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicants' response to the last Office Action, filed on April 8 th , 2007 has been 
entered and made of record. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed April 8 th , 2007 have been fully considered but they 
not persuasive. 

a. Applicant's argument that (i) Silverstein's image transmission system is 
not a watermarking system and that (ii) Silverstein does not teach scaling digital 
data prior to performing a DFT on the scaled digital data, computing a magnitude 
domain of the DFT and then either embedding a watermark into or extracting a 
watermark from selected frequency bands of the computed magnitude domain of 
the DFT; (iii) Also, Silverstein does not properly combine with Ono unless 
hindsight is used. 

b. In response to applicant's argument that: 

i. Silverstein does not teach a watermarking system, it is noted that 
Examiner is using Silverstein to teach image scaling and not digital 
watermarking. It is also noted that Ono teaches a technique of embedding 
digital watermark (see Ono title). 



2. 
are 



Application/Control Number: 10/635,347 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2624 

ii. Silverstein does not teach scaling digital data prior to performing a 
DFT on the scaled digital data, computing a magnitude domain of the DFT 
and then either embedding a watermark into or extracting a watermark 
from selected frequency bands of the computed magnitude domain of the 
DFT. It is noted that Ono teaches a system for embedding and detecting 
watermarks not limited by image size (Ono Col. 1 , lines 7-9). Silverstein 
teaches a system adapted to display an image on a display area ([0025], 
lines 7-8) and thus it is obvious that Silverstein's system may be used to 
scale an image to a standard size in order to be displayed on a standard 
display. 

iii. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion 
of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be 
recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a 
reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes 
into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at 
the time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge 
gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is 
proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). As can be seen from the rejection, it has taken in to account only 
knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill, i.e. knowledge from 
the patens themselves. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 3-4, 6, 8-9, 11, 13-14, 16 and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Ono (US 7,123,741 B2) in view of Silverstein et al. 
(US 2003/0077002 A1 hereinafter "Silverstein"). 

As to claim 1 , Ono teaches a method of embedding a watermark in digital data 
(process of embedding digital watermark; Col. 12, line 37), comprising, performing a 
Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) on the digital data (applying DFT over the whole 
image, Col. 12, lines 58-67); computing a magnitude (amplitude) domain of the Discrete 
Fourier Transform (DFT is may be expressed using an amplitude component and a 
phase component; Col. 13, lines 17-21); embedding the watermark into selected 
frequency bands (the intermediate frequency domain is a target embedding area; Col. 
2, lines 38-39) of the computed magnitude domain of the Discrete Fourier Transform, 
thereby creating a watermarked magnitude domain (Ono discloses that his invention 
embeds the watermark into the amplitude component and not the phase component; 
Col. 13, lines 45-51); and performing an inverse Discrete Fourier Transform on the 
watermarked magnitude domain to reconstruct the digital data with the embedded 
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watermark (the embedded watermark information is subjected to an inverse discrete 
Fourier transformation; Col. 14, lines 25-32). 

Ono does not teach scaling the digital data to a standard size before computing 
the magnitude domain. Silverstein teaches scaling a larger image to a smaller image 
when transmitting from one display to another (Paragraph [0025]). Thus Silverstein's 
image scaling technique reads on the claimed scaling of digital data. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
to have combined the DFT watermarking system of Ono with the scaling method of 
Silverstein in order to provide the user with a readable image on a screen (Silverstein 
[0025]). 

As to claim 6, it is the same as claim 1. The only difference between the two is 
that claim 6 is an apparatus whereas claim 1 is a method. Therefore, claim 6 is 
analyzed in the same way as claim 1 . Please see above for details. 

As to claim 1 1 , Ono teaches a method of detecting a watermark in digital data 
(process of detecting digital watermark; Col. 15, line 46), comprising, performing a 
Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) on the digital data (applying DFT over the whole 
image; Col. 15, lines 57-59); computing a magnitude domain of the Discrete Fourier 
Transform (uses the same method as the embedding process where only the amplitude 
components are used; Col. 15, lines 64-67); and extracting the watermark from selected 
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frequency bands of the computed magnitude domain of the Discrete Fourier Transform 
(watermark is then extracted from the computed amplitude domain; Col. 16, lines 1-20). 

As to claim 16, it is the same as claim 1 1 . The only difference between the two is 
that claim 16 is an apparatus whereas claim 1 1 is a method. Therefore, claim 6 is 
analyzed in the same way as claim 1 1 . Please see above for details. 

As to claim 3, Ono teaches wherein the selected frequency bands comprise one 
or more middle frequency bands (the intermediate frequency domain is a target 
embedding area; Col. 4, lines 10-11). 

As to claim 4, Ono teaches wherein the middle frequency bands comprise a band 
of circular rings of the magnitude domain (Fig. 4 shows circular ring frequency 
distribution of an amplitude component obtained after a DFT, where the intermediate 
frequency is clearly shown). 

As to claims 8 and 9 it is the same as claims 3 and 4. The only difference 
between the two is that claims 8 and 9 are apparatuses whereas claims 3 and 4 are 
methods. Therefore, claims 8 and 9 are analyzed in the same way as claims 3 and 4. 
Please see above for details. 
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As to claim 1 3, Ono teaches wherein the selected frequency bands comprise one 
or more middle frequency bands (the intermediate frequency domain is a target 
embedding area; Col. 4, lines 10-11). 

As to claim 14, Ono teaches wherein the middle frequency bands comprise a 
band of circular rings of the magnitude domain (Fig. 4 shows circular ring frequency 
distribution of an amplitude component obtained after a DFT, where the intermediate 
frequency is clearly shown). 

As to claims 18 and 19 it is the same as claims 13 and 14. The only difference 
between the two is that claims 18 and 19 are apparatuses whereas claims 13 and 14 
are methods. Therefore, claims 18 and 19 are analyzed in the same way as claims 13 
and 14. Please see above for details. 

4. Claims 2, 7, 12 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ono in view of Silverstein, further in view of Reed et al. (US 
6,590,996 B1) (hereinafter "Reed"). 

As to claim 2, Ono teaches converting RGB space to CMYK then embeds the 
watermark information after a DFT. However, Ono and Silverstein do not teach 
extracting a Y component of a Y, U(Cb), V(Cr) digital data stream representing color 
components of digital video as the digital data. Reed teaches that depending on the 
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needs of the application the embedder may insert a watermark signal into either YUV or 
RGB (Col. 4, line 1 1-20). This clearly demonstrates that Ono's watermark embedding 
system may use YUV space instead of the RGB space to embed watermarks. Thus 
Reed's interchangeable color space reads on the claimed Y, or chrominance 
component. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at . 
the time of the invention to have combined the DFT watermarking system of Ono with 
the use of YUV space of Reed in order to make the invention more versatile (Reed Col. 
4, lines 10-20). 

As to claim 7, it is the same as claim 2. The only difference between the two is 
that claim 7 is an apparatus whereas claim 2 is a method. Therefore, claim 7 is 
analyzed in the same way as claim 2. Please see above for details. 

As to claims 12 and 17, they are the same as claims 2 and 7. Therefore they are 
analyzed in the same way as claims 2 and 7. Please see above for detail analysis. 
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Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Claire Wang whose telephone number is 571-270-1051 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mid-day flex. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Samir Ahmed can be reached on 571-272-7413. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Claire Wang 
07/05/2007 




